'STATEOFINDIANA ) IN THE MARION CIRCUIT/SUPERIOR COURT
_ - ) Ss: - ' _ _
COUNTY OFMARION )  CAUSENO.

'STATE OF INDIANA,
Plaintiff
VV.
TODDT. TINS‘LEY, and
TANISHA BEASLEY, and

TODAY 1 CAN MARKETING
~ GROUP, LLC.

Defendanté.-

B e e N i .

COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTION, - .
RESTITUTION, COSTS, AND CIVIL PENALTIES

The Plaintjff, State of Indiana,ﬁby Attorney General Steve Carter and Deputy
Attorney General Terry. Tolliver, petitions the Court pursuant to ‘the Indiana Deceptive
Consumér Sales Act, 'Indiaﬁa dee § 24-5-0.5-1, et seq.., for injunctive relief, consumer
restitutiqn, costs, c}ivil penalties, én‘d other relief.

PARTIES
1. The Plaintiff, State of Indiéna, is authorized to bring this acfion and to
-seek injunctive_ aﬁd other statutory relief ﬁursuant to Ind. Code § 24-5-6‘5-4(c).

2. At all tim_és relevant to this Complaint, the Defendant, To_dd T. Tinsley,
was an individual engagéd in th‘e'sale bf grant ser\'/ices,f with a principal place lof business
in Mérion County, Iocéted at _4(‘3_7'1 E. 82'.’-‘.i Street, Iﬁdlianapolis, Indiana, 46250.

3. At all times rele{lant to this Coﬁplaint, the ﬁefendaht, Tanisha Beasley,
was an individual engaéed in the sale of grant services, with a principal place of business

in Marion County, located at 4371 E. 82™ Street; Indianapolis, Indiana, 46250. .
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4. At all times relevaht to this Complaint, the Defend.ant, Todayil Can

Marketi_ng Group;" LLC, was a domestic limited liability company established on

February 10, 2003 and engaged in the sale of grant se’rvicqs, with a principal place of:
Business in Marion.County, locatéd at 4371 E. 82“d .Street; .Indianapolis, Indi@a, 46250.

5. The De’fendanf, Todd T. Tiﬁsley, at all relevant timés,- has acted és an
officer ’and agent éf the Défendant Corpor;ition,.Today I Canv Marketing Group, LLC.,

6. As aﬁ officer and ‘agent of tﬁe Defendant Corporation, Today I Can .
Marketing Group, LLC, the D’efendant, Tvo.dd T. Tinslgy, has failed to maintain proper
corpf;fate form. " | - -' |

7.  Asan ofﬁéer r:;nd agent of 1he Defendant Corpdration, Today I Can
Marketing Group, LLC,I fhe Defendarit, -Todd T. Tin}sley,‘}has .ﬁsed the Defenciant
Cbrpbraticjn to deceivé consumers. |

8. The Defendant, Tanisha Beasley, at all relevant times, has acted as an
ag‘én.t of Today I Can Marketing Group, LLC. | |

9. ° When, in this Complaiﬁt, reference is made to any act of the |

aforementioned Defendanté, whether .a'cting individually, jointly, or severally, such

allegations shall be deemed to mean that the principa]s;‘agents, or employees of the

Defendants did or authorized such acts to be done while actively engaged in the
management, direction, or control of the affairs of said Defendants and while acting

within the scope of their dlities; employment, or agency.
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Leo FACTS,
A Background on the Defendants Grant Serv1ces

10. At least since May 21 2003 the Defendants have offered grant services to

consumers. -

¥

11.  The Defendants would market their services directly to consumers via the
Internet and telephone Solicitations.

12. In the'coilrse'of markéting their services, the Defendants would make
" representations to consumers, such as the'_following, excérpted from an E-mail sent to a

consumer;

We all have dreams and desires to earn or inherit-sufficient funds to pay
off all of our bills, build our special dream home; purchase a new car,
* send our children to college, and have enough money left over to retire -
early. These are hopes we all have in life and many times we are not able
to accomplish them due to unforeseen circumstances that may be beyond
our control. There is help along life’s journey to.make dreams reality.
‘Grants from the government and from foundotions are within your reach -

The U.S. Government has thousands of private foundations that have the
" capability to issue over $34 Billion Dollars in Grants and Forgiveness
-, Loans to individuals.and small business owners . . . [Foundations and
Corporations] are required by Federal Law.to issue a percentage of funds
in grants to individuals, buszness and not for profit agenczes to maintain
- their tax status - :

There are ranges for grants some medical even grants for students. We
can show'you how to obtain these grant funds quickly. We can provide
you with all the znformatzon and tools needed to successfully secure the
grant you need.

[Our servzces] wzll allow you the opportunity to achieve a better life for
you and your family and prepare for your children’s future. We believe in
our product so much that we offer a full 100% money back no- qualms
guarantee on our product We know from our experience that if you
Jollow the instructions we supply and put forth the effort to achieve
success you will receive a grant. We not only give you a fazr price but we
guarantee the return on your investment/ : :
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13.  The Defendants would iﬁtewiew the consumers an'd guarahtee the
consumers wéuld receive grants to payj off consumers’ mortgages, make home repairs, or
' to just pay off bills. |
1‘4. : | Should‘coﬁsume’:rs be unsuCces‘Sfu'] in obtaining the guaranteed grants, the
‘De_:fendants 'repre,s‘ented reﬁnds would be made to those consumers;

15. Onéc the co_nsunﬁers authofi.ze_:d payment to the Defendants, the consumers
would receive a CD;Rdm on how to writé a grént proposal.

16‘. Those consumers Who were unable to draft a proposal from the materials
f)rovided would be offered gréht-writing services by the Defendaﬂts for an additional fee.

~17.  Once thé pvroposalb was draﬂed, consumers wefe ‘given a list of agencies
and foundations to .Which the conspmer must write to request applications.

18. | Moét éf the grant sources listed in the ma_térials' do not offer grants to
individuals, and somé: prO\}ide assistanée only to non-profit organizations or specific
regiéns.

19.  Consumers who send letters to these gfant sources are turned down
outrfght, or .recei.ve no IresponSe at all. |

20.  The Defendants’ réfund policy imposes conditions or restrictions that were
not pfeviously disclosed to coﬁ"sumers at the'time the cénsumerbentered into the
transaction. |
21. In‘ order to _thain a fefund, the Defendants required lconsumers to “receive

a denial letter from a foundation or agency.”
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22 The Defendants interpreted these provisions in such a way as to make the
conditions difficult, if not imposs_ible to meet. For example, a consumer might request a

refund after havin'greceived letters from agencies and foundations denying their requests,

. but the Defendants would-'advise consumers these were not denial letters. " The

Defendants would claim the letters ‘were not den1a1 letters they were s1mply stating that

‘ they did not fund to 1nd1v1duals ”

- 23. In add1t10n to these restnctions the Defendants would blame the .

~ consumers for failing to researCh the organizations before they applied or contacted them.

This was so, even though‘the Defendants:*proyided the list of the “most specifie funding
sources in [the] area.”. o |

| 24. In rnany cases, Consurners neither received the “guaranteed” hfree grants,
nor're_c'eived the' gu_arante.e.d refund's'.. _ ! . |
B. ' 'Allegations '\IRe]at‘ed to Consurner'He]en Kay Fish'er’s Transaction. , :

25, On or abOut May 21, 2003, Tanisha.Beasley, on beh,alf of the Defendants, °

entered into a contract w1th Helen Kay Fisher (“Fisher”) of Red Creek, New York, and

represented the Defendants wduld help-Ms. Fisher obtain a government gra.nt to pay off

_her mortgage for a fee of Seven Hundred Dollars ($700. OO) Wthh Fisher paid.

26. On May 217, 2003 the Defendants mailed a grant package to Ms. Fisher

. and stated, “You must subm1t a grant proposal'and be denied and return the package ina

resellable condition within 90 days for a refund less sh1pp1ng and handling

27.  The Defendants did not send the proposal to Ms. Fisher until the n1nety

(90) day refund period had expired. .
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28. OnlJ énuary 5,.' _2_(50[4], the Defendants pfovided a p{ebosal and stated they
believe “it satisﬁes proposal requirementé.” o

29.  In addition to the_.proposa'l, the Defendants gave Ms. Fisher a list of the
fundlng sources, whieh it represented to be the nost épeciﬁc fundl;ng sources in her area.
These funding sources included the Chalitauqua Regio;l Community Foundation, Inc., the
Ford‘ Foundation, John S. and James L. nght Foundatie_n, MetLife Foundation, and A.
Li;ldsay & Olive B. O’Connor Foundation. o

| 30.  Following ihé Defendanté" instructions, Ms. Fisher applied to a number of

foﬁndaﬁons, including .t_he J afnes L. Knight Foundation and others identiﬁed by the
Defendants, and her request was either denied, or she received no response at all from the

foundations. Of those funding _sourees specifically identified by the Defendants, Ms.

'Fisher received only one response..

31. On April 8, 2004, the John S. and James L. Knight Foundation wrote to

Ms. Fisher and denied her grant request. The foundation stated it limited its grants to

specific communities-and Ms. Fisher’s community was not one of them.

32. The Defendants have yet to either assist Ms. Fisher in obtaining a grant, or

to issue a refund to Ms. Fisher.

' C. " Allegations Related to Consumer Becky Morse’s Transaction.

33. On or about June 30, 2003, Marcella Rose, an employee of the
Defendants, entered into. a contract wifh Becky Mor‘ée (“Moirse”) of Fountain, Michigan,
end represented the Defen‘dants would hellp Ms. Morse ebtain “free;’ grant money from
the government to build anew home for a fee.of Five H;mdred Ten Dollars ($510.00),

which Morse paid. -
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34, _ Approximately six (6) months later, a proposal was completed and the

Tanisha Beésley, on behalf of the Defendants, rep_r'esented the Defendants would send up |

to twenty-five (25) addresses of 'funding-'sources to whom Ms. Morse could send her

- proposal for a realty grant..

- 35. Pursuant to Ind. Code § 24';5'0-5*3(3)(10).’ the Defendants are presumed to

have represented they would either send the list of funding sources, cbmplete the subject

of the consumer transaction, or issue the refund to Ms, Morse, within a reasonable period

of time.

- 36. The Defendants have yet to either send the funding sources, assist Ms.

Morse in obtaining a grant, or to issue a refund.

'D.  Allegations Related to Consumer Robei't Harlan’s Transaction.

37. On or about July 24, 2003, Tanisha Beasley, on behalf of the Defendants,
entered into a contract with Robeﬁ Her'lan (“Harlan”) of Joliet, 1llinois, .and represented
the Defen(lants would “deflnitely” obtain a grant in order for Mr. Harlan to pay his bills
for a fee of F1ve Hundred and Ten Dollars ($510. OO) which Harlan paid.

38. -~ On August 28,2003, the Defendants shipped the materials to Mr. Harlan
for his review.

39.  Upon reviewing the métenials, Mr. Harlan realized the materials did not
provide the represented _assi-s_tance. .

40.  On or about October 3., 2003, Harlan contacted the Defendants and was
advised by Shelly Petty, an e_mploye.e of the Defendants, no su_eh program would help

Mr. Harlan obtain a grant to pay his bills.
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41.. On February 5 2004 Shelly Petty, on behalf of the Defendants told Mr.

Harlan they would 1ssue him a refund

42, On February 25, 2004 the Defendants sent a part1al refund check inthe
amount of One Hundred and Forty-Flve Dollars ($145 00) to Mr Harlan wh1ch was
retumed for 1nsufﬁ01ent funds | | |

43, Pursuant to Ind Code § 24- 5 0.5- 3(a)( 10) the Defendants are presurned to
haye represented they Would e1ther prov1de the serv1ce;s.as representedv, complete the
subj ect of the consumer transaetion, or__otherWise issue a refund to Mr. Harlan; within a
reasonable period of time. | |

44.  The Defendants have yet to either aSsjst_Mr. Harlan in obtaining a grant,

or to issue a refund to Mr. Harlan.

E. Allegatlons Related to Consumer Mlchael Truelove Transactlon

45 On or about August 18 2003 Tanlsha Beasley, on behalf of the

Defendants entered into a contract w1th Mlchael Truelove (“Truelove”) of Olathe,
Kansas and represented the Defendants would help Mr Truelove write a grant proposal

- and obta1n a grant for a fee of One Thousand Dollars ($1 000. OO) wh1ch Truelove pa1d

- 46. On or: about J anuary 22, 2004 the Defendants E-mailed a rough draft ofa
proposal to Mr. Truelove

. - 47. Upon reeeipt, ‘Mr. T.ruelov'e'reviewed -the proposal and' submitted chan ges

~ to the Defendants. =
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48. . Pursuant to Ind. dee § 24-5-0.5-3(3)( IQ), _the Defendants are presumed to
~ have representeii theyl wbuid either pruvide the‘s“ervicés as represented, Cr)mplete the
subject of the consumer transaction, or otherwise issue a refund to Mr.. Truelove, within a
reasonable period of time. -

49. The.Defendants have yet to provid.e.:a final draft of the grant propbsal,
ussist Mr. Truelove in obtaining a grant, or tr) issue a refund to Mr Truelove.
- F. Allegations Related to Consumer Charles Myers’ Trausacﬁon.

50. On or about October 4, 2003.5_ Nicole, an employee uf,the D.efendants,
entered into a contract with Charles Myers .(“Myers”) of West Union, Weét Virginia, and
represented the Defendants v_\_/ould hélp Mr. Myers obtain a Fifty Thousand Dollar
($50,000.00) grant for home iri'iproverrients,' which he would not have to puy it back, for a
fee 'of One Thousund Dollars ($1,000.00), which Mr. i\dyérs paid. |

51. At the time of contract‘f(')nnation, Nicole, on behalf of the Defundants,
représented the Defendarits would refund Mr. Myers’ money if he did not obtain a grant.

52. At the time of contract formation, Nicole, un'bchalf of the Defendants,
re_presénted to Mr. Myers he wr)_uld receivé his honie improvement grant Withir_i_ 4106

.months. | .

- 53, Pursuant to Ind. .Codei§ 24-5-0.5-3(&)( 10), the Defendunts eire presumed to
have represented they would either provide .t_he services us représented, _complete the
subjuct of the consumer t_rarisaction, or otherwise issue a refund to Mr. Myers, within a
reasonable period Qf time.

54. Tlie Defendants havejyet to either ausist Mr. Myers in obtaining a grant, or

to issue a refund to Mr. Myers.
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.. period of _time.

G Allegatlons Related to Consumer Betty Cathey s Transactlon

55.  Onor about October 30 2003 Todd T. T1ns]ey and Shelhe on behalf of
the Defendants entered- 1nt0 a contract w1th Betty Cathey (“Cathey”) of Westport

Ind1ana and represented the Defendants would obtam a Twenty-Seven Thousand Dollar

‘ ($27 000 00) government grant for Ms. Cathey for a fee of One Thousand F1ve Hundred

. Dollars ($1 500.00), wh1ch Cathey pa1d

56.  Pursuant to Ind Code § 24 5- 0 5 3(a)(10) the Defendants are presumed to

* have represented they would e1ther prov1d‘e-.the services as represente‘d, complete the _

subject of the consumer transaction, or otherwise issue a refund to Ms. Cathey, within a
reasonable period-'of time:

57 The Defendants have yet to either ass1st Ms. Cathey in obtalnlng a grant

or to 1ssue a refund to Ms. Cathey

H Allegatlons .Related to Consume’r Mark Da’vidson:’s Trans_act_ion.
) 58. On or about N_ovemb.er'28, 2003, Bernard Markey, an employee of the

Defendants, entered into a contract with Mark Davidson (""Davidson”) of Kent,

Washington, and represented _the Defendants would send a:'CD-Rom to Mr. Davidson at a

price of Two Hundred and Si;(ty-Seve_n Dollars '($267;-00), which Mr. Davidson paid.

: 59 Pursudant to Ind Code § 247'5407_5-3(3)_( 10), the Defendants are presumed to-

ha\'/‘e'-repr_esented they would sh1p the CD4Rorn to Mr. Davidson within a reasonable

. * N

60. The Defendants’iha've yet to Ieither ship the CD-Rom to-'Davidson, or to

issue a refund.
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.I. ' Allegations Rglate_d té Consumer Tom Pie_trzak’s’ Transaction.
61. On or about April 23, 2004, Tanisha Beasley, on behalf of the Defendants,
~ entered into a contract with Tom Pietrzék (.‘,‘Pi_etrzak.”) of Mishawaka, Indiané, and
guarantéed the Defendants vx;oul'd help Mr. Pietrzak db;[ain a Twenty-Seven Thousand
Dollar ($27,000.00) hor.ne. improvement grant fbr a fee of Two Hundred Twenty-Nine
Dollars ($229.00), which Pietrzak paid. | | B
62. At 'contra_ct formaﬁon, Tanisha Beasley, on behalf of the Defendants,
v } - représented the Defendants w_ould issu¢ a :re_fund if Mr. Piet;zak was unable to obtain a
gt |
63. Followipg the Defendants’ instructioﬁ, Mr. Pietrzak sent the Defendants a
copy of his proposal-.in order f_of the De“fe'nd‘ant_s to review and submit.to the various
funding agencies.
| 64.  Mr. Pietrzak’s letter was returﬁed shortly thereaﬂer, as addresseé
unk'ﬁ_(_)Wn. -
.. 65.  Pursuant to Ind. Codé¢ § 24-5-0.5-3(a)( 10), the Defendants are presumed to
| have represented theyv would either provide the services as represeﬁ-ted, complete the
subj ecf of the consumer transaction, or O'.th,erwis,e issue a refund to Mr. Pietrzak, within a
reasonable period of .ti'me; .
66. The Defendanfs have yet to _eithef assisthr-. Pietrzak in-obtaining a grant,

or o issue a refund to Mr. Pietrzak:
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J. Allegations Ré'late..d to Consumer ngin Lord;s Tfansaction.

67 ' Oﬁ or about May 27, 2004_, Jesse Bell and Todd Grimes, erhployees .of the N
Defendants, entered into a contracf :with Kevin Lord (“Ldrd”) of Marion, Indiana, aﬁd
represented the Defendantg would '_help Mr. Lord obtain govemment grant for a fee of
One Hundred Dollars ($100.00), which Lord paid.

68. M. Lofd_ reviéwed the materials and followed the De'fendants"instructions
~ for éubmitting grant proposals to the list of fou_ﬁdations provided by the De;fendants and
_ repfesentéd as being .the_ most active grant aWafding sources. |
69. - The foundatioﬁs eithe'r_'did not respond.to Mr. Lord’s reqﬁest, or advised
_ Mr Lord they di_d not iséue gré'nts to indiv'iduals.

70. Pursuant to Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-3(a)(10), the Defendants are presumed to
have représented they wouid eif_h_er prévide the services, complete the subject of the
cons'umer> transaction, or Otherwi_se issue a refund to Mr. Lord, wit_fiin a reasonable period
of time. | | |

71.  The Defendants ha\./e‘ yet to cither assist Mr. Lord in obtaining a grant, or .
&) issue a refund to Mr. Lérd. |
K.  Allegations Related tb Consumer Dominic Verchiani’s Transaction.

72. On or about Jﬁn_e 3, 2004, Jessica Bell, an émpldjee of tﬁe Defendants,
“entered into a contract witl.l”Dom_inic Verchiani (“Verchiani”) of Lake Havasu City,

- Arizona, and represented Verchiani, as a minority would be able to obtain a Sevenfy-Five
Thousand Dollar Federal Grant for a fee of TwQ Hundfed Forty-Nine ;a.nd 99/100 Dollars

($249.99), which Verchiani paid.
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73. At contfact format_ién, Jessica B‘ell, on behalf of the Defendanfs,

T ~ -

' repreSénFed a refund would befprc')vi'de.d if Mr. Vevrchianibwas'-'diss'atis_fjed with the

Defendants’ services. -

74.  The Defehdants pr(jvided a CD-Roi_n,‘ which the Defendants represented as

- containing the names of fo'und‘:ations providing pn'\'/até grants.

- 75. The CD-Rom the Defendants sent to Mr. Ver(;hiani had an outdated list of

' foundations and Mr. Vetchiani was unable to contact many of the foundations.

76.  Pursuant to Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-3(a)(10), the Defendants are presumed to

- have represented they wo'lild either provide the services as represented, complete the
subj ecf of the consurner transaction, or otherwise issue a refund to er. Verchiani, within

- -a reasonable period of time.

77.  The Defendants have yet to either assist Mr. Verchiani in obtaining a

grant, or to issue arefund to Mr. Verchiani.

- L. Allegations Related to Consumer Eric Hartunian’s Transaction.

~78.. Onor about july 23, 2004, Jack We_lljngfo‘n, on behalf of the Defendants,

entered into a contract 'with Eric Hartunian (“Hartunian”) of Marion, lowa, and

represented the Defendants would research companies and guaranteed Mr. Hartunian

. would receive a -goVer’nmént ‘grr'ant for a fee of Seven Hundred and Sixty Dollars .

~ ($760.00), which Hartunian paid.

¥

79. . The Defendants Eaméiléd'Mr. Hartunian, “We believe in our produ.ct SO
_n_nich fhat we offer a _full 100% money t;ack no-qualms guarantee on our product.”
- 80. Upon review of the mziteria]é, Mr.. Hartunian was unablé to find grants to -

meet his needs. -
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81. On October'29, 2004, Jack Wellington, on behalf of the Defendants,
renresented Tanisha Beasley_ and the Defendants wdulq research and locate matehes for
the type of government grant Hartunian \azas seeleinglrfor an add}‘t.ionalb Two Hundred Fifty
Dollars ($250.00), which Hartunian paid. |

82, Pﬁrsuant to Ind. Code § 24-5—0.5a3(a)(10), the De‘feneiants arev presumed to
have represented they would either'proyide the services as represented, complete the
subject of the consumer transacﬁon, or otherwise isaue'a refund‘to Mr. Hartunian, within
a reaaonable period of time.

, .83. The Defendan_ts ‘ha\'/e ye;t_ to either assist Mr. Hartunian 1n ob;taining a
grant, or to issue a refund to Mr. Hartunian. - |
M . Allegations Related to Consumer Marcia Williams’ Transaction.

84. On or abouft Jﬁly 28, 2004, Tanisha Beasley, on behalf of the Defendants,
entered into a cpntract with Marcia Williams (“Williams”) of Ch’urchili, Pennsylvania,
and represented the Defendants wonld assist Ms. Williams in obtaining a government
grant for a fee of Two Hundred Fifty Ddllars ($250.0Q), which Ms. Williams paid.

g 85. On July 29, 2004, Ms. Williams contacted tne Defendants to caneel her
transaction and requested a refund. | | o

86. Purs-‘uantvto Ind. Coae § 24-5-0.5-3(a)(10), the Defendants are presumed to
have represented they would either proViae the services as represente&, complete ihe
s"ubject of the consumer transaction, or otherwise issue a refund to Ms. Williams, within a
reasonable neriod of time.

87. The Defendants have yet toveitherassist Ms. Williams in obtaining a grant,

or to issue a refund to Ms. Williams.
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N Allegatlons Related to Consumer Jean Freund’s Transactlon

f_ 88. * On.or about October 5, 2004 Lee Grimes on behalf of the Defendants

entered into a contract with Jean Freund (“Freund”)_ of EVansv111e,' Indiana, and

: .represented thelDefendants wbuld assist Ms. Freund in obtaining a govemment grant to
pay off her mortgage and make home 1mpr0vements for a fee of Two Hundred Fifty

Dollars ($250.00), of which Ms. Freund pa1d Two Hundred Dol]ars ($200. OO)

89. On October 6 2004, Ms Freund contacted the Defendants and requested

her contract be cance]led and the Defendants agreed to refund her money

90. The Defendants did not 1Ssue the refund to Ms. Freund.

91. Pursuant to Ind Code § 24 5-0.5- 3(a)(10) the Defendants are presumed to
have represented they wou]d either prov1de the services as represented comp]ete the |
su_bJect of the conSUmer, transactlon,__ or otherw1se issue a refund to Ms. Freund, w1th1n a
reasonab]e period of time.

92.  The Defendants have yet to either send Ms. Freund the inforrnation, assist

Ms. Freund in obtaining‘ a grant, or to issue a refund to Ms. Freund.

0. . Allegations Rela.ted to Consumer‘Nﬂancy‘Todd_’-s Transaction.
/93. On or about October 19, 2004, Jack Wellington, on behalf of the

Defendants, entered into a contract with Nancy Todd (“Todd”) of Pembroke Pines,

~ Florida, and represented the Defendants would send a CD-Rom «containing go"vern_rn_ent

grant information to Ms. Todd'_'for'a fee of Two Hundred Fifty Dollars ($250.00), which

Ms. Todd paid.
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94. . Pursuant to Ind Code § 24-5-0. 5 3(a)(10) the Defendants are presumed to

i have represented they Would e1ther complete the sub] ect of the consumer transactlon or

otherw1se 1ssue a refund to Ms Todd w1th1n a reasonable perlod of time.

95 The Defendants have yet to e1ther send the CD Rom to Ms. Todd or to

-1ssue a refund to Ms Todd

' COUNT I-VIOLATIONS OF THE DECEPTIVE CONSUMER SALES ACT
.96, The P1a1nt1ff realleges and mcorporates by reference the allegatlons
contained i in paragraphs 1 through 95 above

._97. ‘ The transactlons referred to in. paragraphs 25,33, 37 45 50, 55, 58, 61,

‘67 72 78 84, 88, and 93 are consumer transactlons as deﬁned by Ind Code § 24-5-

0.5- 2(a)(1) |
E 98. The Defendants are suppllers as deﬁned by Ind Code § 24-5-0. 5-
2@)(3). .
“ | 99. Th'e Defendantst representations to_the' consumers the grant services

wo'uld be as represented When the Defendants knew Or reasonably should have known |

- the consumers would not rece1ve such beneﬁt as referenced in paragraphs 25 26, 28,.29,
$33,734; 37 41 45 50 51 55, 58, 61 62, 67 68 72, 73 74 78,79, 81 84, 88 89, and 93,

' are v1olat1ons of the Indlana Deceptlve Consumer Sales’ Act Ind: Code § 24-5- 0.5-

B :3(a)(1)

- 100. . The Defendants’ representations to the consumers the transaction involves

or does not involve a warranty, a disclaimer of warranties, or other rights, remedies or

’obligations, if the representations are vfalse,lwhen the Defendants’ knew or reasonably

should have known that the representations were false, as referenced in paragraphs 26,



o

Er I . )
. | ) | :E:
i S

41 ,51,62,73,79, and 89, are violations of the Indiana Deceptive Consumer Sales Act,

X

Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5- 3(a)(8)

1‘(')1; The Defendants representat1ons to consumers that the Defendants would

- deliver the items -.or otherw1se complete the subJect matter of the consumer transact1on
W1th1n a reasonable penod of time, when the Defendants knew or reasonably should have

' known she would not, as referenced in paragraphs 35 43 48, 52, 53; 56, 59, 65, 70, 76,

82, 86, 91, and 94, are v1olat1ons of the Ind1ana Decept1ve Consumer Sales Act, Ind.
Code § 24 5- O 5- 3(a)(10)

: 1 The Defendants representat1ons to the consumers that they would be able

to purchase the 1tems as advert1sed by the Defendants when the Defendants did not

.1ntend to sell the grants as represented as referenced in paragraphs 25,:33, 37, 45, 50 55,

58 61 67, 72 78 84 88, and 93, are violations of the Indiana Decept1ve Consumer Sales

Adt, nd. COde § 24-5-0, 5- 3(a)(11)

COUNT I1- KNOWING AND INTENTIONAL VIOLATIONS OF
' THE DECEPTIVE CONSUMER SALES ACT .

103 Plaintiff realleges and 1ncorporates by reference the allegat1ons contained -

" in paragraphs 1 through 102 above ‘

| 04. The m1srepresentat1ons and decept1ve acts set forth in paragraphs 25, 26,

28, 29 33, 34 35,37,41, 43 45 48 50 51, 52 53, 55, 56 58, 59, 61, 62 65, 67, 68, 70,

".72 73, 74 76, 78, 79, 81 82 84, 86 88 89 91, 93, and 94 were: comm1tted by the :

Defendants with knowledge and intent to deceive.

-
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RELIEF

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff, State of 1ndie;na; requests tilq Court enter judgment
against the Defendaﬁts, Todd Tinsfey, T@niéha Beasley, individuaily qnd_ doing buéiness
as -Today I Can Marketir_lg Group? LLC, and Today I C;dn Marketing Group, LLC, for a
permanent injuncti;)n pursuant to Ind. Cod¢ § 24-5-0.5-4(c)(1), enjoining the Defendants
frorﬁ thé .folloWing:

é. representing expreésfy or by ir_nplicétion the subj ec't.of a consumer-
tranSaqtjon has spohsbrship, approval, characteristics, accessories, uses, <;r benefits it
dées notdhave which the Défendants know or rqaso_nably should know tl;ey do not have;

~ b. representing exp?essly qr by implication the subject of a consumer
transaction involyes or does not involve a .warranty, a discléime'r of warranties, or other
rights,';emedies, or obligations, i_f tile representation is fals"e and if the Defendants know
or should reasqnébly know the rep_fesen;ation is false;

c. rep:res’éq‘ting expressly or? by implicaﬁon the Defendants are able to deliver
or compléte the subj eéf of a consumer transaction within a reasonable period of time,

| when the Defendants know or reasonabiy should know the;i, can notl; and

d. re_preé_enting expressly or by: implication a cons_uiner Will be able to |

purclluis'e'the subject of a co‘nsﬁmer tr@ééCti-on as advertised by the Deféndants, if the

Defendants do not intend to sell it.
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AND WHEREFORE, the Pla1nt1ff State of Ind1ana further requests the Court

| enter judgment aga1nst the Defendants for'the follow1ng relief:

a. cancellat1on of the Defendants unlawful contract with consumers,

including"but not limited to all perSons referenCed in paragraphs 13, 33, 37, 45, 50, 55,-

58,61, 67,72, '78 84, 89 and 93 pursuant to Ind. Code § 24;5-0 5—4(d)'

b. consumer rest1tut1on pursuant to- Ind Code § 24-5-0.5- 4(c)(2) for
re1mbursement of all unlawfully obta1ned funds rem1tted by consumers 1nclud1ng but not

limited to all persons referenced in paragraphs 13 33 37,45, 50, 55, 58, 61, 67 72,78,

-84, 89 and 93 for the purchase of the Defendants 1tems via the Intemet in an amount to

be detennmed at trral

e costs pursuant to Ind Code § 24-5-0. 5 4(c)(3) awardmg the Ofﬁce of the

Attorney General its reasonable exp‘enses 1ncurred in the investi gat1on and prosecution of

- this action; . - . .

d. on Count IAIVOf the Plaintiff’s complaint, civil penalties .pursuant to Ind.

Code § 24-5-0.5-4(g) for th‘e_De'fendants,’ -k'nowing violations of the Deceptive Consumer

Sales Act, in the amount of F ive Hundred Dollars ($500 00) per v101at1on payable to the

" _ State of Indiana;

e. on Count II of the Plalntlff’ S "comp_l"aint, civil penalties -p_urs'uant to Ind.

Code § 24-5-0.5-8 for the Defendants’ intentional violations of the Deceptive Consumer

- Sales Act, in the amount of Five Hundred Dollars (_$5(_)0.00) per viola't_ion; payable to the

State of lndiana; and
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f. " all other just and proper relief.

‘Office of Attorney General

' Indiana Government Center South
302 W. Washmgton 5th Floor
Indlanapohs IN 46204
Telephone: (317) 233-3300 . ..
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Respéctfully submitted,
STEVE CARTER -~

Indiana Attorney General
Atty. No. 4150-64 -

7%7/\

Terry Tolliver

‘Deputy Attorney General

Atty. No. 22556-49





